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dictum by the same judge in the next case to be discussed
on this point, viz., Hussey v. Christie (/).
In this case Lord Ellenborough said (g) :—
" Liens may be derived through the acts of servants or
agents acting within the scope of their employment, which
they themselves had not. If a servant delivers cloth to
a taylor to make his master's liveries, the taylor indeed
will have a lien on the cloth for the value of his work,
but though the servant pay the taylor his discharge, that
will not give the servant a lien on the liveries."
In Hollis v. Claridge (h), the necessity for authority was
again emphasised.
In Buxton v. Baughan (i), a phaeton had been delivered
to a workman, Mackenzie by name, to be painted, but
instead of doing so, he warehoused it for three months
with the defendant, who refused to hand it over to the
plaintiff, the true owner, unless paid his charges. In
the course of the case Alderson, B., said :—
" If it can be made out that Mackenzie made this
bargain as the agent of the plaintiff or by his authority,
the claim of lien will be made out."
And in his summing up, he said :—
" If you trust your goods into a man's possession and
he makes a bargain about them without your authority,
you are not bound by that bargain and may reclaim
the goods."
Williams v. Allsup (j) carried the reasoning in support
of the sufficiency of implied authority a step further.
Here there was a mortgage of a ship, which remained
with the consent of the mortgagees in the possession of
the mortgagor, who delivered her to the defendant,
a shipwright, for repairs. The defendant claimed a
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